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FINAL GRADE

63/100

Mariupol Theatre Bombing
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Hi Lewis,

A good submisison, well done. You clearly 
understand the concepts of SPOME applied to blast, 
which was the purpose of the assignment. You 
scored a strong 2:2 and the rubric allocation is 
shown below, with some detailed comments. Have a 
think about bare mass equivalents and how this may 
have influenced your answer.

Engagement with literature skills 
9/15. Engagement with a wide range of research-
informed literature, including sources retrieved 
independently. Selection of relevant and credible 
sources.  Very good use of referencing, with no/very 
few inaccuracies or inconsistencies. 

Knowledge and Understanding 
16/25. Excellent coherent and detailed knowledge 
and systematic understanding of the principles and 
theories of SPOME. Clear awareness of challenges 
to established views and the limitations of the 
knowledge base.

Cognitive and Intellectual Skills 13/20. Excellent 
critical thinking, analysis, synthesis and evaluation. 
Ability to investigate contradictory or incomplete 
information and make strong, persuasive, arguments 
and sophisticated judgements. Some evidence of 
independent thought and ability to ‘see beyond the 
question’, suggesting a grasp of the broader field and 
wider concepts.

Practical Application 12/20. A good and appropriate 
application of standard methods, materials, tools 
and/or techniques. Clear appreciation of the context 



of the application. Mainly consistent, accurate and 
logical application of theory to practice, making 
appropriate links between the 
two. Can identify problems and 
propose mostly appropriate solutions in complex and 
unpredictable contexts.

Transferrable Skills 13/20.  Can communicate 
well, confidently and consistently in a suitable 
format. Work is coherent, fluent, well-structured and 
organised.  Demonstrates very good graduate 
employment skills, with just occasional minor 
weakness.

In detail:

1. In the abstract, please state what you found out 
as a summary to the report. What do you think it 
was?

2. The structure is well laid out. But, plesse place 
your lists of figures, tables and equations below th 
main TOC.

3. Excellent introduction, to the confilct. Perhaps 
more than needed.

4. I really liked figure 1, which shows the isolation of 
the theatre compared to other structures and the 
markings that say 'children'. 

5. Figure 2 is also powerful, and clearly shows the 
location of people in the building who provided 
witness testimony. You could have shown a figure 
that demonstrates the open space of the 
auditorium, and how this welcomed blast waves.



6. Witness testimony discussion could have been 
longer and required a technical reference for why 
human factors allows peole to recall events 
differently. We will never really know if it was one or 
two blasts.

7. Excelelnt description of the damage to the theatre 
and good pointers to internal blast.

8. Calculations accurate, but what about bare charge 
mass equivalent?

9. I think pages 12 and 13 would have been better 
serve with a table of sorts, clearly defining the types 
of munition. Nothing wrong with how you have 
discunted in the text, but it needs more focus.

10. You could have included a statement on dumb 
vs guided for the FAB/KAB 500 series. CEP was 
important if two strikes, and you nailed this part. 
CEP for FAB is about 30 m at a particular altitude.

11. Strong conclusion. Well done. Think about what 
you should have placed in the abstract from this.

12. Referencing was well applied. Would have 
expected to see more for this aspect of work. 
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